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Introduction
Within political communication research, there is a large body of work on the media's role in agenda-setting, and more nuanced agenda-building, processes. This research dates back to the 1960s (Cohen 1963 ) and continues to flourish today (Johnson 2013) . Agenda-setting research investigates whether issues emphasized in news coverage subsequently occupy prominent positions on public or policy-makers' agendas -its hypothesis being that the media influence which issues are discussed and prioritized in society. Given that the direction of influence between media, publics and politicians has been increasingly debated, especially with the rise of the internet, social media and multiple global news channels delivering a broad range of mediated voices (Bakir 2010 , Castells 2009 ), the more nuanced construct of agenda-building research examines reciprocal influences of the media, government and citizens on each other's agendas (Bakir 2013 , Lang and Lang 1983 , 1981 . As the consequences mount from the biggest intelligence leak in history -Edward Snowden's 2013 leak of (reportedly) 1.7 million classified documents demonstrating intelligence agencies' mass surveillance of suspectless citizens and their ability to manipulate digital media -never has it been more important to understand intelligence agencies' manipulative agenda-building activities and outcomes. Yet the discipline of Journalism, Media and Communications has been remarkably silent in this field. Following a discussion of Snowden's revelations, this introduction offers a systematic review of the field of the press, agenda-building processes and intelligence agencies, delineating key aspects, and situating the contributions to this 2 Special Issue therein.
The Snowden Revelations: Surveillance and Media Manipulation
A media and political storm erupted in summer 2013 over National Security Agency (NSA) contractor, Edward Snowden's, whistle-blowing revelations regarding online and telephone surveillance by signals intelligence agencies from the 'Five Eyes' 1 Amendment protections, in the UK it has ignited far less attention in mainstream press (apart from the Guardian, which broke the story), and amongst politicians and the public.
Explanations for this include Britain's more entrenched culture of official secrecy; GCHQ's central role in the mass surveillance; and the extensive political pressure from UK's Cameron-Clegg administration on the Guardian for its role in publicizing the Snowden leaks , Harding 2014 . While research has yet to establish direct impacts on public opinion of this media management, a series of public opinion polls in the UK finds that, unlike the Americans, the British public does not have a strong or favorable opinion of the be caused by intelligence oversight activities, but rather may result from officially authorized intelligence leaks designed to further a specific agenda-builder's strategic aims (Bakir 2013 ).
As Hastedt (2005) discusses, intelligence leaks in the USA may variously be: 'promotional', where secret intelligence is leaked episodically and is uncontested, to highlight oneself or a policy problem, or to defend or distance oneself from a policy failure; 'orchestrated', carried out on a sustained basis, uncontested and systematically leaked to advance a policy position;
'warring', leaked by opposing sides on a sustained and contested basis to wear challengers down; and 'entrepreneurial', used by disputing sides to advance or block a policy. Reflecting more broadly on the role of the press in intelligence oversight, Hillebrand (2012) suggests that news media may variously act as: an information transmitter and stimulator for formal scrutinizers; a substitute watchdog, where official oversight bodies are unwilling, or incapable, of scrutinizing; a legitimizer, to reassure the public about intelligence agencies' work; or a lapdog, failing to sufficiently question government policies or transmitting unsubstantiated government claims. That the inter-disciplinary field of Intelligence Studies has started to theorize intelligence agencies' manipulative agenda-building activities is not before time, given that covert manipulation of publics, press and foreign governments has long been a function of intelligence agencies (Dover and Goodman 2009 ). Yet, despite the fact that within political communication more broadly, there is an accumulation of research into the media's agenda-setting and agenda-building role, a systematic review of the discipline of Journalism, Media and Communications finds little examining the field of the press, agenda-building processes & intelligence agencies.
To conduct the systematic review (Petticrew and Roberts 2006) , 16 journals, ranging from long-standing to recently established, and broad disciplinary leaders to specialized niche journals, were selected from the discipline of Journalism, Media and Communications (see Table 1 ). Using the keyword 'intelligence', the entire archives of each of these journals was searched up until December 2014, retaining only those that centrally addressed intelligence agencies and agenda-building processes. Of these articles centrally on the field, none explicitly utilize the agenda-setting hypothesis, or the more nuanced agenda-building framework, a testimony to the difficulty of detecting agenda-building by intelligence agencies given their secretive and sometimes mendacious nature. More articles, however, deal with influence more broadly defined. They use terminology such as psychological operations/warfare, information operations/warfare, propaganda, public relations, strategic (political) communication, censorship, public diplomacy, indexing and framing -all elements that are implicitly or explicitly part of agenda-building processes. For the purpose of this systematic review, research articles using all such terminology were deemed relevant if they addressed the reciprocal influences between any of the nodes of the press, the public and politicians on the one hand, and intelligence or intelligence agencies on the other.
[INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]
Each journal's attention to the field was calculated by dividing the total number of articles centrally on the field in that journal by the total number of articles in that journal's archive from its start of publication to December 2014. 8 The extent to which the discipline of Journalism, Media and Communications addresses the field was derived by dividing the total number of articles on the field in the 16 journals, by the total number of articles published since the start of each of these journals to December 2014. 
Intelligence agencies' techniques of, and success in, manipulating different agendabuilding nodes involving the press. By far the most common theme addressed is intelligence
agencies' manipulative agenda-building techniques. These comprise censorship (reinforced by legislation and courts) (Dee 1989 , Sweeney & Washburn 2014 ; the creation of propaganda-oriented policy, institutions and organizational machinery (Barth 1943, Hawkins Jr. and Pettee 1943) ; financially supporting foreign news services, usually covertly (Barker 2008 , Fletcher 1982 , Granville 2004 , Soley 1982 , Sussman 2007 ; providing propagandistic content for the foreign press to persuade foreign publics (Fletcher 1982 , Vaughan 2002 ); using the press as cover for agents overseas (Fletcher 1982 given the fluidity of audiences in globalized media environments; and given how the USA and UK coordinate their propaganda to exploit mutual domestic propaganda restrictions and strengths. AeroSpace Systems with respect to an arms deal indicates that broadcasters were complicit in an official strategy to bring closure to the story.
Journalists' practices and challenges in dealing with

The public's role in press-related agenda-building on intelligence issues. This is examined
in only one fifth of journal articles centrally on the field, and only as a sideline to the article's main focus. These include evaluations of intelligence agencies' means of targeting, and claims of influencing, public opinion via the press (Barth 1943 , Browne 1966 , Sussman 2007 ; and public perceptions of press-mediated intelligence agencies, agents, sources and information (Gup 2004 , McCoy 2001 . For instance, Gup (2004) notes that journalists face difficulties convincing citizens that they have a legitimate and vested interest in keeping abreast of intelligence conduct. In contrast, McCoy (2001) notes that talk shows and online fora showed that African Americans were outraged by US news revelations in 1996 of links between the spread of crack cocaine in the US and fundraising for the CIA-backed contra rebels in Central America. Thus, the limited research that exists on the public's views of intelligence agencies and their activities ranges from stances of ignorance and apathy to conspiracy theories. Since these articles were published, there has been further democratization of the production and distribution of media content through the rise of social media and whistle-blowing websites, allowing publics to take a more active agenda-building role. It is of increasing importance, then, that we address the research lacuna on the public's agenda-building role regarding intelligence issues. This Special Issue begins this process with Jie Qin's chapter. Qin examines Snowden's portrayal on Twitter versus mainstream news finds that social media users associated Snowden's case with other whistleblowers, bipartisan issues, and personal privacy issues, these independent frames all favoring
Snowden. This contrasted with mainstream news whose discourse was more unified, connecting the Snowden incident with issues of national security and international relations, and framing him a traitor.
Methodological patterns and issues.
Standard techniques for studying media agenda-setting and agenda-building in political communication are framing (Entman 1993 (Entman , 2004 and indexing (Bennett, 1990; Bennett, Lawrence & Livingston 2007 ). Yet, their relevance for studying intelligence agencies' role in this process is questionable, as secrecy, misdirection and disinformation make difficult establishing broad, causal agenda-building links (Bakir 2013 (Lashmar 2013 , Wheelwright 2014 ; and researcher-generated public opinion polling or other means of audience measurement (totally absent). Lengthy declassification periods for intelligence-related matters (Dacre, Cannadine & Pilling 2009 ) explain why, with 11 articles, the historical approach is among the most popular of methods (Alwood 2007 , Fletcher 1982 , Granville 2004 , Martin 1982 , Masaharu 1999 , Soley 1982 , Spaulding 2009 , Sussman 2007 , Sweeney & Washburn 2014 , Vaughan 2002 . This reflects the methodological trend in intelligence studies per se (Scott and Jackson 2004) . The other most popular method, also with 11 articles, is the case study (Bakir 2011 , Barker 2008 , Barth 1943 , Boyd-Barrett 2004 , Browne 1966 , Dee 1989 , Fletcher 1982 , Gup 2004 , Hawkins Jr. & Pettee 1943 , Lashmar 2013 , McCoy 2001 . Its popularity stems from its maximization of context and specialization in understanding contradictory details from multiple sources, as these are ideal attributes for unraveling intelligence agencies' agenda-building processes.
Most of the articles in this Special Issue echo some of these more common methodological approaches. For instance, most use the case study approach, although always in conjunction with other methods, showing a healthy, and hitherto rare, focus on the contemporary, rather than historical, moment. Importantly, articles in this Special Issue also utilize and advance methods rarely used by the field. While standard tools of indexing and framing for unpicking agenda-building processes are often confounded when the agendabuilders are, or concern, the intelligence agencies, Schlosberg successfully uses elements of framing and content analysis in conjunction with critical discourse analysis and a longitudinal case study, to reveal journalism's ultimate complicity in the national security state. Framing analysis is also used and methodologically advanced in Qin's study which introduces a
method not yet used by the field -semantic network analysis. In doing so, he shows how the conceptualisation of frames, the mechanism of the framing process and the operationalisation of framing analysis needs to be reconsidered when analysing social media. Thus, Schlosberg and Qin both show that framing can be adequately used for studying this field, as long as the method is combined with other methods, or redeveloped to suit the context examined. While interviews are rarely used in studying this field, often due to the unwillingness or inability of involved parties to participate, we are fortunate to have three articles that centrally rely on interviews (Briant, Magen, Trifanova Price).
Conclusion
This Special Issue advances the field by adding seven new articles -increasing the field's size by 30% and clearly delineating the field. They progress understanding both of relatively well-trodden areas (intelligence agencies' techniques of, and success in, manipulating different agenda-building nodes involving the press, particularly in the USA), and less frequently researched areas (journalists' practices and challenges in dealing with intelligence; the public's role in press-related agenda-building on intelligence issues; and non-US contexts). Methodologically, these articles rescue the relevance of framing and indexing (the standard techniques for studying media agenda-setting and agenda-building) via methodological combination and development. While confirming the continuing utility of historical and case study approaches, they also significantly add to the body of work using interviews, indicating that securing access is not an insurmountable problem. As Snowden's revelations continue to reverberate, this Special Issue provides substantial food for thought regarding the national and international contexts, histories, practices, impacts and accountability of intelligence agencies' agenda-building activities involving the press and wider media environments. Importantly, they demonstrate how such secretive and mendacious processes can be productively researched.
